The "green industry" is often noted in discussions of the costs and benefits of environmental policy, and it has been characterized as a unique industry with substantial potential for employment growth, well-paying jobs, and export opportunities. In this paper, we examine the characteristics and recent economic performance of the green industry, using establishment-level data on environmental products manufacturers (EPMs) from the 1995 Survey of Environmental Products and Services, together with data from the Annual Survey of Manufactures and various Census of Manufactures. Results suggest that there are some differences between EPMs and their non-EPM counterparts in the same industry, in terms of employment, employee compensation, exports, and productivity. However, we do not find any evidence that EPMs performed any better than otherwise similar plants, in terms of survival, employment growth, wage growth, and export growth. Our findings offer a more complex and nuanced portrayal of the green industry than is typical, and we suggest that this industry may not be as exceptional as is sometimes maintained.
Introduction
It is not uncommon for discussions of the costs and benefits of environmental policy to note the "green industry" with its "green collar" jobs. For instance, in September 2007, the U.S. Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works held a hearing on "Green Jobs Created by Global Warming Initiatives." In such debates, some argue that environmental policies destroy more jobs than they create. Others argue that many jobs have been and can be created by heightened environmental standards, even on net. Those who claim that the net effect on jobs is positive often rely on the argument that the green industry has significant export potential and/or that the jobs created are inherently more domestic than the jobs that are destroyed. 1 In any event, this industry has received attention from the highest levels of the U.S. In this paper, we do not measure the employment, revenue, and/or exports of the green industry, as others have attempted over the years (e.g., U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 1993, U.S. Census Bureau 1998a, Bezdek et al. 2008) . Nor do we attempt to discern whether the employment gains in the green industry outweigh the jobs lost in regulated sectors. Instead, we offer the first comprehensive establishment-level analysis of environmental products manufacturers (EPMs). This industry has been characterized as unique, an engine for economic growth, a source of good high-paying jobs, and an industry with substantial export potential, but such portrayals are seldom accompanied by more than anecdotal evidence.
2 It is not obvious that EPMs should be very different than other manufacturers.
In this paper, we examine the characteristics and recent economic performance of manufacturers in the green industry, using establishment-level data on EPMs from the 1995 Survey of Environmental Products and Services (SEPS). The SEPS was a unique, one-time survey -conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau on behalf of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S. Department of Commerce's International
Trade Administration -that asked businesses to report their employment and revenues associated with the manufacture of various environmental products and services, as well as the value of their exports, by product. We link this to data these establishments reported in the Annual Survey of Manufactures (ASM) and various Censuses of Manufactures (CMs) . 3 This unique dataset allows us to compare the output, employment, wages & benefits, exports, and productivity, in both levels and growth rates, of plants that manufacture environmental products to those that do not.
Results suggest that there are some differences between EPMs and their non-EPM counterparts in the same industry. Overall, EPMs appear to employ fewer production workers, for a given level of output and factor intensity. In terms of wages and benefits, it appears that EPMs paid their production workers higher hourly wages and provided their employees more benefits, and those results are in part due to a more capitalintensive workplace. All else being equal, EPMs were significantly more likely to be exporters and their exports were approximately three times as much. In terms of subsequent economic performance (e.g., survival, employment growth, wage growth, export growth), we find little evidence that EPMs performed any better or worse than otherwise similar plants in their industry during the period 1992-2002, with the exception of lower production worker wage growth. In all cases, results from industry-specific regressions offer a more complex story, with many industries exhibiting no effects whatsoever, or effects that are different from the results using the pooled sample. We argue that the green industry may not be as exceptional as is sometimes maintained.
This paper proceeds as follows. In the next section, we discuss the data used in this research. Section 3 presents our empirical findings, and we then offer some concluding remarks in Section 4.
Data
3 The establishment-level data in the SEPS, ASM, and CM are confidential, collected and protected under Title 13 of the U.S. Code. Restricted access to these data can be arranged through the U.S. Census Bureau's Center for Economic Studies (CES). See http://www.ces.census.gov/ for details.
The SEPS was an attempt to systematically measure the size of the environmental sector in the United States, which it broadly defined as "the manufacture of products, performance of services and the construction of projects used, or that potentially could be used, for measuring, preventing, limiting, or correcting environmental damage to air, water, and soil" as well as "services related to the removal, transportation, storage, or abatement of waste, noise, and other contaminants." The obvious challenge faced by a survey such as this is measuring production, employment, and exports when there are no (SIC, and now NAICS) industries that are specifically and exclusively "environmental."
4 Therefore a first step was to create a list of environmental products and services that would be in-scope to the survey. 5 Once this was accomplished, manufacturing plants reporting the production of these or similar products in the 1992 Census of Manufactures were identified and added to the sampling frame. 6 However, not all manufacturing plants received the "long form" in the 1992 CM and therefore were not asked about the specific products they manufactured. Moreover, some establishments may have begun producing the selected products after 1992, or may have in fact opened for business after 1992.
Therefore, the SEPS sampling frame was supplemented with establishments classified in the same SIC industry to which the selected products are primary. (Note that these SIC industries encompass many non-environmental products as well.) The final sample was then drawn from this frame. For additional details on the scope of the survey, frame creation, sampling, and survey limitations, see U.S. Bureau of the Census (1998a, 4 The Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) system was replaced by the North American Industrial Classification System (NAICS) in 1997. 5 For details on this process, see the Federal Register notice from September 1, 1995 entitled "Proposed Classification System for Environmental Technologies Goods and Services" (Vol. 60, No. 170, pp. 45702 45704) . 6 The sampling of companies (potentially) engaged in environmental services and environment-related construction was done differently than that of manufacturing plants. For the purposes of this paper, we focus our discussion and attention exclusively on manufacturing.
1998b). Appendix A contains a list of the (general) manufactured products targeted by the SEPS (Table A-1 ) and the list of the 24 four-digit SIC industries in the manufacturing sector to which these products are primary (Table A-2) .
Establishments selected for the SEPS were asked to report on their activities related to environmental products, and in particular, whether they manufactured such products in 1995, the number of employees dedicated to such production, the wages paid to them, and the total value of shipments of these products. 7 They were also asked to provide more specific, product-level data (i.e., for the selected products, listed in Appendix A), including the total value of shipments of the product, how much of those shipments were meant for environmental purposes (if known), and how much of the product was exported (if known). Copies of the survey forms (and instructions) can be found in U.S. Bureau of the Census 1998a, along with details on response rates, estimation methods, and tables of aggregated data.
For the purposes of our research, we worry about how accurately establishments are able to report some of this information. The difference between an environmental product and non-environmental product is not always very clear and often depends on the purchaser's final use of it, which we cannot assume the manufacturer always knows.
However, even if this distinction could be made, the task of separately reporting the value of these shipments, as well as the labor and wages associated with this production, is most assuredly a very difficult one. Therefore, in this paper we use just a single data item from the SEPS -the item that we think plants are best able to report -an indicator of whether or not they manufactured products designed for environmental purposes. Some of our analyses in the next section employ this pooled sample, while others focus separately on the six industries list in Table A -3 in the appendix. We limit our industry-specific analyses to just these six industries because we require large enough sample sizes for regression analysis (i.e., n>50) as well as "sufficient" variation in our variable of interest (i.e., whether or not the plant is an EPM). Collectively, these six industries have 383 total observations-46% of the full (pooled) sample.
Results
Here we explore the impact that manufacturing environmental products has on plant-level characteristics and economic performance.
Employment
In the next two subsections, we assess whether plants that manufacture environmental products create more jobs-or at least better, higher-paying jobs-than their counterparts who do not manufacture such products. To begin, in The results in Table 1A show that, relative to other establishments in their fourdigit SIC industry, manufacturing plants that produced products for environmental purposes appear no different in terms of their total plant employment, production workers, and non-production workers. They were also not statistically different in terms of their output (value of shipments or value added), their capital assets, their corporate structures (multi-vs. single-establishment firms), or their ages (as measured from their first Census of Manufactures appearance). We will note that the requirement that establishments be in the ASM eliminates many smaller establishments from our sample.
Nonetheless, identical regressions using the more inclusive 1992 CM also fail to find statistically significant differences in any of these plant characteristics. 9 Therefore, it does not appear that EPMs are the small, young, single-establishment businesses that are sometimes suggested, at least not relative to other plants in the same industry. The results in Table 1B show that, for a given level of output, and controlling for capital and material intensity and other plant-level characteristics, manufacturers of environmental products employed fewer workers -and in particular, fewer production workers. All else being equal, such establishments employed 10.3% fewer production workers than otherwise similar plants in the same industry that did not manufacture environmental products.
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TABLE 1B -ABOUT HERE
Results from industry-specific regressions (reported in Table B -1 in the appendix)
are not a straightforward extension of the pooled results. In particular, simple regressions
show that EPMs in General Industrial Machinery, n.e.c. (SIC 3569) were larger in all three employment dimensions, but estimates of Equation (1) show that these EPMs actually had significantly lower total employment, and there was no statistical difference in their production and non-production workers. Industry-specific estimates of Equation
(1) also show the EPMs in Concrete Products Except Block and Brick (SIC 3272) employed fewer workers, and in particular, fewer non-production workers.
Wages and Benefits
We now turn to wages and benefits, using four different plant-level measures of employee compensation: average annual salary for all employees, average annual benefits for all employees, average hourly wages for production workers, and average annual salary for non-production workers. In Table 2A , as in Table 1A , each measure of employee compensation is simply a function of EPM, U_EPM, and a set of four-digit SIC industry dummy variables. We only report the coefficients and standard errors on the EPM dummy variable in this table. We find that, relative to other establishments in their four-digit SIC industry, EPMs paid their production workers 4.5% higher hourly wages and provided all their employees 12.3% more benefits. There is no statistical difference in the salaries paid to non-production workers however. Table 2B presents results from more sophisticated wage equations. In particular, we estimate:
TABLE 2A -ABOUT HERE
(2) Log(COMP) = β 0 + β 1 *EPM + β 2 *U_EPM + β 3 *Log(EMP) + β 4 *Log(CAPITAL/EMP) + β 5 *Log(MAT/EMP) + β 6 *Log(PWHOURS/PWEMP) + β 7 *EXPORTER + β 8 *MULTI + ∑β a *AGE + ∑β ind *SIC4 + ∑β s *STATE + e where COMP represents one of the four forms of employee compensation. 11 The results in Table 2B show that the premiums seen in Table 2A -in benefits and production workers' hourly wage -disappear once we control for plant size, capital and material intensity, and the other plant characteristics. A simple regression (on EPM, U_EPM, and a set of our-digit SIC industry dummy variables) reveals that EPMs had capital-to-labor ratios that were 12.8% higher, and re-estimating Equation (2) without capital intensity 11 Similar equations were estimated by Bernard and Jensen 1995, also using ASM/CM data.
leads to conclusions similar to those in Table 2A . That is, it appears that EPMs paid their production workers higher hourly wages and provided their employees more benefits, and those results are in part due to (or correlated with) a more capital-intensive workplace.
On the other hand, the results on salaries paid to non-production workers are not quite statistically significant (p=0.115) but suggest that EPMs may actually pay some of their employees less well, relative to otherwise similar plants in the same industry.
TABLE 2B -ABOUT HERE
Results from industry-specific regressions (reported in Table B had significantly lower (-15.3%**) salaries paid to non-production workers, an effect that decreases further (-23.9%*) once we control for plant size, capital and material intensity, and the other plant characteristics. SICs 3561 and 3826 exhibit no significant EPM effects in any of the wage/benefit regressions.
Exports
We now turn to exports, a key point of discussion regarding the green industry. In Table 3A , as in Table 1A and 2A, each of three measures of exports is simply a function of EPM, U_EPM, and a set of four-digit SIC industry dummy variables. We only report the coefficients and standard errors on the EPM dummy variable in this table. The results in Table 3A show that, relative to other establishments in their four-digit SIC industry, EPMs had exports that were 240% higher. When exports are measured per employee or as a share of plants' total shipments, EPMs' exports were 232% higher and 196% higher, respectively.
TABLE 3A -ABOUT HERE
In Table 3B , we present results from more complex export equations. In the absence of a formal model of the determinants of exports, we simply use an empirical specification similar to ones typically used to analyze output (see Section 3.4). More specifically we estimate two separate equations, one of the probability of exporting and the other of the value of exports:
(3) Pr(EXPORTER) = η 0 + η 1 *EPM + η 2 *U_EPM + η 3 *Log(EMP) + η 4 *Log(CAPITAL) + η 5 *Log(MAT) + η 6 *(NPEMP/EMP) + η 7 *MULTI + ∑η a *AGE + ∑η ind *SIC4 + e (4) Log(EXPORTS) = γ 0 + γ 1 *EPM + γ 2 *U_EPM + γ 3 *Log(EMP) + γ 4 *Log(CAPITAL) + γ 5 *Log(MAT) + γ 6 *(NPEMP/EMP) + γ 7 *MULTI + ∑γ a *AGE + ∑γ ind *SIC4 + e where NPEMP/EMP measures the proportion of the workforce that was not engaged in production (a common measure of "skill"). We estimate three versions of Equation (4), each using a different dependent variable: log of the value of exports; log of the value of exports per employee; and log of the share of exports in total shipments.
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The results in Table 3B tell a story similar to the less complex regressions. In particular, we find that EPMs were significantly more likely to be exporters (column 1) and the total value of their exports was 205% higher than non-EPMs (column 2). When exports are measured per employee or as a share of plants' total shipments, EPMs' exports were 208% higher and 192% higher, respectively. Results from industry-specific regressions (reported in 
Productivity
In this section, we explore productivity. Simple regressions of the sort presented in Tables 1A, 2A , and 3A, suggest that EPMs had higher labor productivity rates, with 11.3% and 15.0% more output per employee, as measured by value of shipments and value added, respectively. These findings may in part be due to higher capital-to-labor 12 Capital and materials are measured per employee in these last two cases.
ratios (discussed in Section 3.2). To explore this possibility, we estimate some traditional Cobb-Douglas production functions. In particular, Table 4 contains results from 3-factor Cobb-Douglas labor productivity regressions, of which the most complex takes the form:
(5) Log(VS/EMP) = α 0 + α 1 *EPM + α 2 *U_EPM + α 3 *Log(EMP) + α 4 *Log(CAPITAL/EMP) + α 5 *Log(MAT/EMP) + α 6 *(NPWEMP/EMP) + α 7 *EXPORTER + α 8 *MULTI + ∑α a *AGE + ∑α ind *SIC4 + e .
Controlling only for industry effects, column 1 shows output elasticities on labor, capital, and materials of 0.34, 0.14, and 0.49, respectively, with statistically significant decreasing returns to scale. 13 The indicators of environmental products manufacture (EPM and U_EPM) are added in the regression in column 2 and show that EPMs had output that was 6.7% greater than plants that did not manufacture environmental products. Meanwhile, those plants that were uncertain whether or not they manufactured products for environmental purposes had similarly higher labor productivity; not surprisingly this effect was estimated with less precision. The final regression, in column 3, adds four plant characteristics commonly thought to have potential impacts on productivity. 14 Here, the manufacture of environmental products is associated with 5.6%
(significantly) higher productivity. 15 It therefore appears that manufacturers of environmental products enjoy some sort of productivity premium, even after controlling for factor intensities and a host of other establishment-level characteristics.
TABLE 4 -ABOUT HERE
13 A labor productivity equation in the form of (Q/L) = A·L
The coefficient on log(EMP), therefore, is α+β+γ-1. 14 Of these four additional plant characteristics, we find that only the skill measure had a significant (positive) effect on labor productivity. 15 In the output form of this Cobb-Douglas function, as opposed to the labor productivity version that is presented, EPM has a statistically significant effect of +6.0%.
To explore this result further, we turn to industry-specific productivity regressions, employing the empirical specification found in column 3 of Table 4 . Of the six industries analyzed (see Table B estimates on the productivity premium is 10.7% and 9.7%, respectively, but neither is quite statistically significant. Meanwhile, the other three industries have estimates that are essentially zero. It therefore appears that the 5.6% productivity premium found in Table 4 is an "average" of rather heterogeneous effects. Further analysis reveals that the magnitude and statistical significance of this result from Table 4 is also highly dependent upon the presence of SIC 3569 in the sample. For example, when we exclude this industry from the pooled sample, the productivity premium falls to 4.1% and becomes statistically insignificant (p=0.153).
Earlier, we documented that at least some EPMs appear to have employed fewer workers of certain types, all else being equal, and that capital-to-labor ratios were sometimes different for EPMs. This perhaps suggests that, despite being in the same four-digit SIC industry, environmental products may be very distinct products, manufactured with somewhat different production technologies, and possibly subject to completely different market prices (Foster et al. 2008 ). Bernard and Jensen 1995 make a somewhat similar point in discussing potential differences between exporters and nonexporters within an industry. For SIC 3569, we re-estimate our labor productivity regression with interaction terms between the EPM dummy and each of the three factors of production. We find that the interaction term involving materials per employee is statistically significant (and negative), suggesting that the production function for environmental products in this industry is indeed different. On the other hand, the three interaction terms are not quite jointly significant. The apparent productivity premium, for the EPMs that exhibit it, remains curious.
Growth and Survival
Finally, we explore the growth performance of EPMs over the period of 1992 to 2002. First, we will note that approximately 17% of the establishments in this sample failed to survive to 2002. Probit regressions (available from the authors upon request)
show no difference between EPMs and non-EPMs in the probability of survival.
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Meanwhile, Table 5 It has been noted that this measure of growth has a number of desirable properties, including symmetry about 0, boundedness and finiteness, and an accommodation for births and deaths, which take on the extreme values of +2 and -2, respectively (e.g., see Davis, Haltiwanger, and Schuh 1996) . Each regression controls for four-digit SIC industry as well as other plant characteristics from the base year (i.e., 1992), but are otherwise similar to the respective regressions from Tables 1B, 2B , 3B, and 4. Table 5 reports only the coefficients and standard errors on the 1995 EPM dummy variable.
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TABLE 5 -ABOUT HERE
Overall, there is no evidence here that EPMs had higher growth in employment, wages, exports, output, or productivity. We find that the only statistically significant effect that EPM has on growth rates is a negative effect on the wage growth of production workers. 19 Of the six industries analyzed separately, this negative production worker wage growth appears to be limited to General Industrial Machinery, n.e.c. (SIC 3569) -an interesting result in light of our earlier finding that EPMs in this industry actually paid their production workers significantly more in 1995. When we exclude this industry from the pooled sample, the negative effect decreases in magnitude and becomes statistically insignificant (p=0.196).
Conclusion
There do appear to be some differences between EPMs and their non-EPM counterparts in the same industry. Overall, EPMs appear to employ fewer production workers, for a given level of output and factor intensity. However, most of the industries analyzed do not exhibit any employment differences. In some industries, EPMs employ fewer workers of all types or fewer non-production workers. It is notable that EPMs are never found to employ more workers for a given level of output and factor intensity. In 17 See footnote to the table for specific details. 18 We do not know whether EPMs continue to be EPMs throughout this time period and/or whether some non-EPMs perhaps become EPMs. 19 We will note that this negative effect on the growth of production worker wages is relatively robust to other formulations of growth rate, terms of employee compensation, it appears that EPMs paid their production workers higher hourly wages and provided their employees more benefits, and those results are in part due to a more capital-intensive workplace. The industry-specific stories are more complicated however, with EPMs in some industries exhibiting a production worker wage premium even after controlling for capital-to-labor ratio (and other plant-level determinants of wages), while EPMs in other industries paid their workers significantly less. All else being equal, EPMs were significantly more likely to be exporters and their exports were approximately three times as much, but this seems localized to certain industries (products), with most industries analyzed exhibiting no effect whatsoever.
Finally, we find that EPMs performed no better or worse than non-EPMs in terms of survival, employment growth, export growth, output growth, or productivity growth, between 1992 and 2002. The one effect we do find here is a decline in production worker wages -an effect that appears to be attributable to one particular industry. - Coefficients on the environmental products manufacturing dummy are reported. Standard errors are in parentheses. Statistical significance at the 10% and 5% level are indicated by single and double asterisks, respectively. N=833. Regressions control for four-digit SIC industry and the event that the establishment does not know whether it manufactured such products. Dependent variables are in natural logs, except for multi-establishment firm status and age. OLS is employed in all cases, except for age. A Tobit specification is used in the case of age, with a right-censoring point of 32 years, affecting about 37% of establishments in this sample. A pseudo R 2 statistic is reported for the Tobit regression.
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------TABLE 1A Regressions of Plant Characteristic on Environmental Products Manufacturing Status † --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Dependent variable EPM coefficient R 2 -----------------------------------------------------------------------
- ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- Average salary of non-production workers -0.0378 0.2282 (0.0285) ‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗ † Coefficients on the environmental products manufacturing dummy are reported. Standard errors are in parentheses. Statistical significance at the 10% and 5% level are indicated by single and double asterisks, respectively. N≈829 (depending on non-missing values). Regressions control for four-digit SIC industry and the event that the establishment does not know whether it manufactured such products. Dependent variables are in natural logs. OLS is employed in all cases.
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------TABLE 1B Employment Regressions † --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Total employment ----------- Production workers ----------- Non-prod. workers ----------- Environmental
TABLE 2A Regressions of Employee Compensation on Environmental Products Manufacturing Status † --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-- -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
TABLE 2B
Wage and Benefits Regressions †
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
All
Production Non-prod. employees workers workers
Average Average Average salary benefits hourly wage salary  ----------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- With rounding, reported zeros may well reflect exports up to $500. In the cases of value of exports per employee and exports as a share of total shipments, a censored normal regression specification is employed. This is a generalization of the standard Tobit model that allows the censoring point to vary by observation. In particular, left-censoring occurs at ln(0.5/employees i ) and ln(0.5/shipments i ), respectively. Nearly 25% of establishments in this sample reported zero exports and were thus left-censored in these three regressions.
TABLE 3A Regressions of Exports on Environmental Products Manufacturing Status † --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
- --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- A probit specification is used to examine the probability of exporting (column 1), and sample observations and dummy variables are dropped if the latter perfectly predict the former. In the other regressions, the dependent variables are in natural log, as are the factors of production (in all regressions): employees, capital assets (per employee), and materials (per employee). A Tobit specification is used in the case of value of exports (column 2), with a left-censoring point of ln(0.5) chosen for establishments reporting zero exports, reflecting the fact that reported values are in thousands of dollars. With rounding, reported zeros may well reflect exports up to $500. In the cases of value of exports per employee and exports as a share of total shipments (columns 3 and 4), a censored normal regression specification is employed. This is a generalization of the standard Tobit model that allows the censoring point to vary by observation. In particular, left-censoring occurs at ln(0.5/employees i ) and ln(0.5/shipments i ), respectively. Nearly 25% of establishments in this sample reported zero exports and were thus left-censored in the regressions of columns 2, 3, and 4. Standard errors are in parentheses. Statistical significance at the 10% and 5% level are indicated by single and double asterisks, respectively.
TABLE 3B Exports Regressions
- --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- (employment, output, exports) , and N≈599 in regressions that do condition on plant survival (wages, productivity). OLS is employed in all cases. All regressions control for four-digit SIC industry, the event that the establishment does not know whether it manufactured environmental products, a multiestablishment firm indicator, and plant age categories. In addition, the employment growth regressions control for ln(value of shipments), ln(capital assets per employee), ln(materials per employee), ln(hours per production worker), exporter status, and state effects, all in 1992. The wage growth regressions are similar, except that they substitute in ln(employees) for ln(value of shipments). Meanwhile, the productivity growth regressions control for ln(employees), ln(capital assets per employee), ln(materials per employee), non-production workers per employee, and exporter status, all in 1992. The regressions involving value of shipments and value added growth are similar, except that they substitute in ln(capital assets) and ln(materials). The export growth regressions are similar to these, except that they eliminate the exporter status variable, and growth in exports per employee or as a share of shipments is a function of ln(capital assets per employee) and ln(materials per employee) rather than ln(capital assets) and ln(materials). 
TABLE 4 Cobb-Douglas Labor Productivity Regressions
† -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- (1) (2) (3) ------------------------ Environmental-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- Dependent variable EPM coefficient R 2 ----------------------------------------- ----------------------- ------- Total------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Air Treatment
Particulate Measuring and Controlling Devices, nec ‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗‗ † Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1998a). nec = note elsewhere classified 
Industry name and its main environmental products † 
APPENDIX B
Additional Results Table 1B . Coefficients on the environmental products manufacturing dummy are reported. Standard errors are in parentheses. Statistical significance at the 10% and 5% level are indicated by single and double asterisks, respectively. 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
All
Production Non-prod. employees workers workers -----------------------------------------Average Average Average Average salary benefits hourly wage salary  ------------------------------------ Table 2B . Coefficients on the environmental products manufacturing dummy are reported. Standard errors are in parentheses. Statistical significance at the 10% and 5% level are indicated by single and double asterisks, respectively. 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------TABLE B-3 Industry-specific Exports Regressions † --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
The empirical specifications are identical to those in Table 3B . Coefficients on the environmental products manufacturing dummy are reported. Standard errors are in parentheses. Statistical significance at the 10% and 5% level are indicated by single and double asterisks, respectively. Results for SIC 3272 are withheld to avoid disclosing data for individual companies. 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------EPM coefficient R
2 N --------------------------Concrete Products, Except Block and Brick ( 
